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6. Planning Education and 
Indigenous Knowledge 
Systems in Australia:  Where 
Are We? 
David Jones, Darryl Low Choy 
(GU), Grant Revell (UWA), Scott 
Heyes (UC), Richard Tucker (DU) 
and Helen Meikle (DU) and Cate 
Davey (DU) 
Deakin University (DU), Griffith 
University (GU), University of 
Western Australia (UWA) and 
University of Canberra (UC) 
In 2008 Sarah Oberklaid reviewed the state of Indigenous knowledge systems in the Planning 
Institute of Australia (PIA)-accredited University planning programs and found a fragmented 
unfocused suite of agendas and attempts at addressing this increasingly important moral, 
cultural and land use management issue. While Oberklaid statistically validated what several 
authors have observed, and continue to observe, there appears to have been little action by 
programs, and specifically the PIA (Planning Institute of Australia), to address this issue and re-
position their education accreditation policies; with the latter increasingly reluctant to engage 
with their professional responsibilities. This paper appraises this situation and foreshadows 
continuing research that may better inform and support a change of perspective by the PIA and 
these programs. 
Planning Education and Indigenous Knowledge Systems in Australia:  Where Are We? 
Keywords: Planning education, Indigenous knowledge systems, Planning Institute of Australia 
Introduction 
Within the Australian built environment (architecture, planning and landscape architecture) literature, there is a clear lack of discourse about the nexus 
between built environment professionals and Indigenous protocols and knowledge systems. The literature expresses considerable desire to achieve this 
connection, but it has not generally been translated into tertiary-level execution other than in fragmented instances. Wensing (2011; with Small 2012) 
has expressed this as a major deficiency in the tuition of future planners. Their thoughts reiterate conclusions and investigations by Gurran and Phipps 
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(2003, 2004) who indicated that Indigenous knowledge systems and land management concepts were markedly lacking in planning education in 
Australia.  
Low Choy et al. (2010, 2011a, 2011b) have reinforced both conclusions but have also demonstrated the unique and valuable insights that Indigenous 
knowledge systems and their stakeholders can offer to conventional planning practice. Similar concerns have been expressed in relation to landscape 
architecture curricula by Jones (2002), Lawson and Erickson (2002), Revell (2012, 2004), Revell and Burton (2005), Revell and Milroy (2001), Revell, 
Gartlett and Anda (2001), Revell, Saniga and Isaacs (1998), Revell and Pederson (1998) and Low Choy et al. (2011a).  
Sinatra and Murphy (1999) charted a now lapsed Outreach initiative that exposed landscape architecture students to various Australian Indigenous 
communities and their landscape planning, management, and shelter and health challenges, and Revell and Jones have continued this agenda in central 
Western Australia and in south-eastern Australia respectively. Jones (2002) has pointed to an urgent need to reappraise and incorporate Indigenous 
environmental knowledge systems in mainstream landscape architecture education curricula. Revell (2012) has piloted an optional elective studies unit 
in 2011 entitled ‘Sharing Space’, as well as an Indigenous Design Studio program since 1996 – both coordinated in collaboration with The University of 
Western Australia’s (UWA) School of Indigenous Studies. 
In academic and practitioner architectural discourses the debates about ‘Indigenous architecture’ are about representation or symbolism and housing. 
These discourses cannot be appreciated in normal ‘cultural competency’ appreciation curricula nor can they be realised in offering an ‘Indigenous 
perspective’ as they are far more complex in place and design theory and practice, and such is a defined knowledge outcome that Australian Institute of 
Architects (AIA) professional accreditation policy expects a graduate to possess upon degree completion, as also PIA and Australian Institute of 
Landscape Architects (AILA) in their respective policies. 
Australian University arrangements with Indigenous knowledge systems 
As noted in Universities Australia’s (2011a, b) investigations into Indigenous Cultural Competency, most universities have struggled with successfully 
devising and achieving a translation of Indigenous protocols into their curricula. Walliss and Grant (2000: 65) have also concluded that, given the nature 
of the Bachelor of Engineering disciplines and their professional practice activities, there is a “need for specific cultural awareness education” [author’s 
stress] to service these disciplines and not just attempts to insert Indigenous perspectives into their curricula.  
Bradley’s policy initiative at the University of South Australia (UniSA) (1997-2007), “has not achieved its goal of incorporation of Indigenous perspectives 
into all its undergraduate programs by 2010, it has achieved an incorporation rate of 61%” (UA 2011a: 9; 
http:/ /www.unisa.edu.au/ducier/ icup/default.asp). This initiative drew from the vision for Indigenous higher education articulated by the Indigenous 
Higher Education Advisory Committee (2007), the World Indigenous Nations Higher Education Consortium (2007), the Vision for 2020 of the Review of 
Australian Higher Education (2008) all of which were embodied into the Bradley Review of Australian Higher Education (2008) recommendations.  
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Contextually, Bradley’s strategic educational aim at UniSA was to ensure that all its graduates demonstrate “an understanding of the cultural, historical 
and contemporary frameworks which have shaped the lives of Indigenous Australians” (http:/ /www.unisa.edu.au/ducier/ ICUP/coreknowledge.asp) and 
are articulated in Bradley et al.’s (2008: 5) belief that “education is at the core of any national agenda for social and economic change” and by the 
“deepening understanding of health and social issues, and by providing access to higher levels of learning to people from all backgrounds, it can 
enhance social inclusion and reduce social and economic disadvantage”. Thus a social reformist aspiration, which has been continued in UA’s release of 
Indigenous Cultural Competency (2011a; 2011b) reports that has attracted mixed media criticism (Trounson 2012a: 5, 2012b: 5) and concerns about 
“social engineering” rather than enhancing “criticism as a pedagogical tool ... as a means of advancing knowledge” (Melleuish 2012: 10) which is the 
agenda of this project. 
What is also evident is the poor level of Indigenous enrolment in built environment programs in Australia. While undergraduate and postgraduate 
statistics of students with an Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander background are limited in the planning and landscape architecture disciplines, some 
data is available for architectural undergraduate and postgraduate enrolments. The pattern is largely minimal, does not reflect the ABS (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics) population distribution of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples in Australia, nor does it demonstrate any link to the 
predominant urban-based universities wherein the largest concentrations of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples now reside in the urban 
concentrations of Melbourne, Perth, Adelaide, Brisbane and Sydney. Table 1 (below) provides a disheartening review of this information.  
The recent Review of Higher Education Access and Outcomes (Australia 2012) also found that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander students made up 
1.4 per cent of all enrolments in university in 2010, yet made up 2.2 per cent of the working age population, and that Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander full-time equivalent (FTE) staff made up 1.0 per cent of all FTE staff in universities in 2010, yet made up 2.2 per cent of the working age 
population. The Review (2012: 222) also concluded across all disciplines: 
• Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander knowledge and perspectives are contested concepts within the academy.  
• Indigenous knowledge, translated into practical curriculum, teaching practices and graduate attributes, makes important contributions to helping 
professionals meet the needs of Indigenous communities.  
While it is easy to attribute negligence of inaction to a particular planning program, it needs to be understood that while planning programs are 
certainly accountable to PIA via PIA’s professional education policies and accreditation processes, each program exists within a larger university 
‘business’. Each university charts policies, agendas, and marketing/business models that certainly impact upon programs more robustly than PIA’s 
policies and it is to these that programs primarily find themselves accountable, responsive and subservient to notwithstanding the program’s 
philosophical aspirations. In this regard, most Australian universities have sought to engage, and be seen as engaging, in social initiatives that support 
their business models but also address equity of opportunity and access needs and desires. Core within this social imperative is the initiative by many 
Australian universities to engagement in cultural reconciliation and to draft and adopt a Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP). Table 1 (below) documents 
Australian Reconciliation Action Plans per universities that host planning programs, pointing to some 70 per cent commitment by the host universities 
in this policy agenda. 
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 UNIVERSITY LOCATION PROGRAMS Reconciliation Action Plan /  Statement 
1 University of 
Canberra 
  
  
ACT Planning YES Reconciliation Action Plan 2010-2015: 
http:/ /www.canberra.edu.au/university/governance/attachments/ reconciliation-
action-plan.pdf  
2 University of 
NSW 
NSW, Sydney Planning YES 
 
Reconciliation Statement - difficult to find: 
http:/ /www.hr.unsw.edu.au/equity/UNSW_Reconciliation_Statement.pdf  
3 University of 
Sydney 
NSW, Sydney Planning NO 
  
none but multiple references to Reconciliation on website 
4 University of 
Technology, 
Sydney 
  
NSW, Sydney Planning YES Reconciliation Statement- http:/ /www.uts.edu.au/about/university/ reconciliation-
statement  
5 Macquarie 
University  
NSW, Sydney Planning NO n/a on-line 
7 University of 
New England  
NSW, Armidale Planning YES RECONCILIATION STATEMENT (approved 2006): 
http:/ /www.une.edu.au/policies/pdf/ reconciliationstatement.pdf  
8 Charles Stuart 
University 
NSW, Bathurst Planning YES Reconciliation Statement 2007:   
http:/ /www.csu.edu.au/ faculty/educat/cfis/ reconciliation  
9 University of 
Western 
Sydney 
NSW, Sydney Planning YES Reconciliation Statement (approved 1998):   
http:/ /www.uws.edu.au/about_uws/uws/vice-
chancellors_welcome/reconciliation_statement  
11 University of 
Queensland 
  
QLD, Brisbane Planning NO School of Psychology has a reconciliation plan but university as a whole does not. 
12 Griffith 
University 
  
QLD, Brisbane Planning YES Reconciliation Action Plan launched September 2011: Include Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander perspectives in strategic plans and in undergraduate and postgraduate 
curricula 
13 Queensland 
University of 
Technology 
 
QLD, Brisbane Planning YES 2001 Reconciliation Statement adopted as University policy 
14 James Cook 
University 
QLD, Townsville Planning YES Reconciliation Statement: http:/ /www-public.jcu.edu.au/about/ reconciliation/  
15 University of 
the Sunshine 
Coast 
QLD, 
Maroochydore 
Planning YES Reconciliation Action Plan 2012-2014 
16 Bond University 
  
QLD, Gold Coast Planning 
  
NO nothing on-line 
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17 The University 
of Adelaide 
SA, Adelaide Planning YES Reconciliation Statement: https:/ /www.adelaide.edu.au/ reconciliation/   
18 The University 
of South 
Australia 
  
SA, Adelaide Planning YES Reconciliation. Statement of Commitment endorsed 1997. 
19 University of 
Tasmania 
TAS, Hobart Planning NO nothing on-line 
20 Latrobe 
University 
VIC, Bendigo Planning NO nothing on-line 
21 RMIT University 
  
VIC, Melbourne Planning YES Reconciliation Statement             http:/ /mams.rmit.edu.au/gw80flcb236wz.pdf 
22 University of 
Melbourne  
VIC, Melbourne Planning YES University of Melbourne Reconciliation Action Plan 2011-2013 
23 Deakin 
University 
VIC, Geelong Planning NO nothing on-line 
25 Curtin 
University 
  
WA, Perth Planning YES 2008-2013 Reconciliation Action Plan                   
http:/ /planning.curtin.edu.au/ local/docs/ reconciliation_plan_2008-2013.pdf  
26 The University 
of Western 
Australia 
WA, Perth Planning NO nothing on-line 
27 Edith Cowan 
University 
WA, Perth 
(Joondalup) 
Planning YES Reconciliation Action Plan No.2 2012-2015 
Table 1: Summary of Australian Universities hosting Planning Programs and their Reconciliation Action Plans 
A second, and more robust thread of university policy is to articulate and require the Indigenisation of their educational curricula ‘products’ 
necessitating each school and course to demonstrate the incorporation of this policy agenda in their educational offerings. Table 2 (below) documents 
Australian Indigenisation of educational curricula strategies per universities that host planning programs, pointing to some 90 per cent commitment by 
the host universities in this policy agenda. This high percentage is in contrast to the findings by Oberklaid (2008) discussed below where a micro-
appraisal of planning programs was undertaken. 
 UNIVERSITY LOCATION PROGRAMS Indigenising Curricula /  Policy 
1 University of 
Canberra 
ACT Planning YES Indigenous Education Statement 2008, RAP: Each Faculty and Business Support 
Unit to review their policies and ensure the inclusion of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander issues where relevant in particular in research, ethics, academic 
and teaching, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander student support, marketing 
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and recruitment, community engagement and community relations 
2 University of NSW NSW, Sydney Planning unclear Indigenous Education Statement 2010 DEWER report: ITEM 2.6:  
http:/ /www.nuragili.unsw.edu.au/PDF/2010/UNSW_Indigenous_Education_Stm
t_2010_FINAL.pdf  
3 University of Sydney NSW, Sydney Planning YES 2011 appointed new position Deputy Vice Chancellor (Indigenous Strategy and 
Services)  
Wingara Mura –Bunga Barrabugu ATSI Integrated Strategy 2012:  students and 
staff are able to engage effectively, respectfully and productively in critical 
thinking and self-reflection about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander issues 
specifically, and diversity more broadly ––students and staff are able to research 
and use knowledge from Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander sources and 
settings, ethically and effectively 
4 University of 
Technology, Sydney 
NSW, Sydney Planning YES Indigenous Education Strategy 2011-2014 Section 3 sets out a number of across-
University curriculum related initiatives: 
http:/ /www.gsu.uts.edu.au/policies/ indigenous-education-
strategy.html#teaching-learning       
5 Macquarie University  NSW, Sydney Planning unclear PATYEGARANG: MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY’S ABORIGINAL AND TORRES STRAIT 
ISLANDER ADVANCEMENT STRATEGY 2012-2017 - makes no clear commitment 
to Indigenising Curricula 
7 University of New 
England  
NSW, 
Armidale 
Planning YES 2012 Indigenous Education Statement and Graduate Attributes Policy: 
Knowledge and appreciation of Indigenous cultures is incorporated into 
Attribute Seven : Social responsibility. 
http:/ /www.une.edu.au/policies/pdf/graduateattributes.pdf  
8 Charles Stuart University NSW, 
Bathurst 
Planning YES Indigenous Education Strategy: 8. TOWARD AN INCLUSIVE CURRICULUM: 
INCORPORATING INDIGENOUS AUSTRALIAN CONTENT IN UNDERGRADUATE 
PROGRAMS http:/ /www.csu.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/144414/csu-
indigenous-education-strategy.pdf  
9 University of Western 
Sydney 
NSW, Sydney Planning YES Indigenous Education Policy (Approved 2008): Objective 9f. Ensure the inclusion 
of appropriate Indigenous content in curriculum across the University: 
http:/ /policies.uws.edu.au/view.current.php?id=00229  
11 University of 
Queensland 
QLD, Brisbane Planning Unclear Some reference in:  Embedding Equity and Diversity within Operational Plans- 
http:/ /www.uq.edu.au/equity/docs/PLANNING/Embedding%20Equity%20and%2
0Diversity%20within%20Operational%20Plans%20Nov%202012.pdf  
The University of Queensland Indigenous Education Statement – 2009- 
http:/ /www.atsis.uq.edu.au/docs/UQ_Indigenous_Education_Statement_2009.pdf  
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12 Griffith University QLD, Brisbane Planning YES Whole-of-University approach approved in 2008 by Academic Committee. The 
goals of this initiative include the development of a culturally appropriate 
Indigenous curriculum and its implementation into degree programs, the 
development of culturally sensitive learning and teaching strategies and 
appropriate research protocols. http:/ /www.griffith.edu.au/about-
griffith/aboriginal-torres-strait-islander-first-peoples/ learning-teaching  
13 Queensland University 
of Technology 
QLD, 
Brisbane  
Planning YES QUT's overall approach could be to 
(a) Incorporate Indigenous perspectives in each course where such 
knowledge/skills are a professional competency;'    - focuses on health, 
education, law 
http:/ /www.reconciliation.qut.edu.au/ implementation/ teachingandl.jsp  
14 James Cook University QLD, 
Townsville 
Planning YES Integrate Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander knowledge, perspectives and 
experience across the curriculum' -  Reconciliation Statement  
James Cook University is working towards embedding Indigenous Perspectives in 
the Curriculum across its faculties.  
15 University of the 
Sunshine Coast 
QLD, 
Maroochydor
e 
Planning YES Reconciliation Action Plan: Focus area 2.2: Increase awareness of Indigenous 
culture and history 
1. Invite Course Coordinators and Lecturers to explore opportunities to 
incorporate Indigenous content into their programs 
16 Bond University QLD, Gold 
Coast 
Planning NO nothing on-line 
17 The University of 
Adelaide 
SA, Adelaide Planning YES Reconciliation Statement: 3. contributing to the process of reconciliation by 
educating the Australian community about the cultures, languages, history and 
contemporary experiences of Australia's Indigenous peoples. 
Dean, Indigenous Education: lead Indigenisation of the University's programs. 
18 The University of South 
Australia 
SA, Adelaide Planning YES Reaffirmed in Strategic Plan 'Horizon 2020'. The University of South Australia 
implemented a policy in 2004 which mandated the incorporation of Indigenous 
content into all undergraduate programs by 2010, with a pedagogical framework 
to guide the development of curricula.  
The University of South Australia has specific Indigenous indicators in three of 
seven Graduate Qualities. Program teams are required to advise which courses 
develop specific Graduate Qualities and this information is contained in Course 
information booklets. http:/ /www.unisa.edu.au/gradquals/default.asp  
19 University of Tasmania TAS, Hobart Planning NO 
 
nothing on-line 
20 Latrobe University VIC, Bendigo Planning unclear Indigenous Education Statement 2011 DEWER report section 6: 
http:/ /www.latrobe.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/220469/ IES2011.pdf  
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21 RMIT University VIC, 
Melbourne 
Planning YES Reconciliation Statement: 'providing specific education and training for and 
about Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.'  
The Ngarara Willim Centre of RMIT University contributes to a number of 
professional development training workshops for staff including Understanding 
Indigenous Perspectives, Teaching Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students, 
Understanding Names and Different Cultures, and Supporting Student 
Transition, particularly for staff who teach Indigenous students. 
22 University of Melbourne VIC, 
Melbourne 
Planning YES One of the University of Melbourne's five graduate attributes makes specific 
reference to respecting Indigenous knowledge, cultures and values. 
'All our graduates, regardless of how directly they are connected into this 
agenda and regardless of their personal and cultural histories, can make a 
contribution to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander development through their 
leadership, service and productivity. To that end our graduates will need to have 
a respectful understanding of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultures and 
histories.' - Reconciliation Action Plan 
23 Deakin University VIC, Geelong Planning unclear Indigenous Education Statement 2011 DEWER report section 6: 
http:/ /www.latrobe.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/220469/ IES2011.pdf  
25 Curtin University WA, Perth Planning YES Curtin University of Technology is currently developing a framework for cultural 
competent curricula within the university. The Mooditj Katitjiny: Indigenising the 
Curriculum Project at the Centre for Aboriginal Studies is one of the key 
initiatives of the university's RAP, and uses a cultural competency model 
informed by the work done at the University of South Australia. 
http:/ /karda.curtin.edu.au/home/   
26 The University of 
Western Australia 
WA, Perth Planning YES The University of Western Australia has developed mandatory Indigenous 
curriculum in key professional courses including education, social work, 
medicine, nursing and health. Under the new courses structure in 2012 every 
UWA undergraduate and post graduate student must now take the compulsory 
Indigenous Studies Essentials (ISE) on-line unit  The University of Western 
Australia offers additional professional development workshops focussed on 
increasing awareness and cultural competence such as Courageous 
Conversations About Race (CCAR) and Indigenous Dialogues. As a part of its 
expanded Indigenous curriculum development initiatives from 2012 the 
University will establish a system of induction and training to assist staff in 
teaching Indigenous students, developing Indigenous-focused curriculum 
materials and researching Indigenous communities. 
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27 Edith Cowan 
University 
WA, Perth 
(Joondalup) 
Planning YES Edith Cowan University’s (ECU)’s vision for reconciliation is to provide a learning 
environment that values Indigenous Australian people and knowledge' 'ACTION 
6. Build students and staff members’ capacity in Indigenous ‘cultural 
competence’ by implementing relevant Curriculum 2012 provisions, including 
institution-wide rollout of cultural competence simulation programs being 
developed in the health discipline.' - Reconciliation Action Plan 
Table 2: Australian Universities hosting Planning Programs and their Indigenising Curricula Policies 
Australian planning and Indigenous knowledge systems 
Australian planning is predicated on Eurocentric and post-mediaeval definitions of planning and land settlement that run counter to many Indigenous 
systems of planning. It also a quandary that scholars, including the Australian planning profession and its own Institute (PIA 2002, 2010), have started 
re-thinking. Anthropologist Stanner (1968) first challenged the ‘great Australian silence’ on Indigenous issues in the 1960s and subsequent authors and 
political and legal activities heightened debates about Indigenous marginalisation in Australian society and lack of legitimacy of Indigenous knowledge 
even in terms of citizenship and enfranchisement. 
These differences cascaded into several actions by Indigenous peoples and communities aimed at redressing the denial, dispossession and 
discrimination against their traditional rights and interests. These include, for example, the Gurindji Strike (or Wave Hill Walk-Off) in 1966; the 
successful Constitution Alteration (Aboriginal People) 1967 Commonwealth referendum in 1967; the Milirrpum v Nabalco Pty Ltd, (1971) 17 FLR 141 
(the ‘Gove land rights case’) or Gove land rights Australian High Court determination that legally legitimised terra nullius and that no concept of native 
title existed in Australian law; the Mabo v Queensland (No 2) 1992 (commonly known as ‘Mabo decision’) decision by the High Court of Australia that 
declared terra nullius to be invalid and legitimised Indigenous ‘ownership’ of land and water based upon traditional custodianship practices and ‘laws’; 
the Wik Peoples v The State of Queensland (commonly known as the ‘Wik decision’) of 1996; the Motion of Reconciliation by Prime Minister Howard in 
1999; and, more recently the apology to the Stolen Generations by Prime Minster Rudd in 2008. Another key example is the Racial Discrimination Act 
1975 (Cth) that was the lynchpin of the Mabo (No. 1) determination because the Court found that the Queensland Government’s attempt to effectively 
wipe out native title rights while the Mabo case was before the Courts, was invalid on the basis of race and was in clear breach of the Racial 
Discrimination Act 1975. The Racial Discrimination Act 1975 also provides the right for compensation for the loss of native title rights subsequent to the 
Racial Discrimination Act 1975 in October 1975.  
Of these the Mabo (No. 2) decision is highly significant to Australian planning histories as it clearly demonstrates that traditional custodianship practices 
and ‘laws’ constitute a system of conscious land management curatorship and thus an act of planning of lands, resources and patterns. ‘Laws’ embrace 
Indigenous myth, moral codes and their narratives linked to place, or a series of places (Gammage 2011; Rose 1996, 2000; Sandercock 1998). 
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In the academic realm, authors in the anthropology, geography and history disciplines have been perceptive and relevant in participating in much of this 
debate (Reynolds 1997). But the planning discipline has been lax in its introspectively and ethical responsiveness, still deferring its appraisals to dates of 
colonisation despite Native Title legislative and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander cultural heritage legislative responsibilities. Thus historic and 
contemporary planning interrogations continue to exclude and marginalise despite pleas ‘from the edges’ of the discipline by authors and planning 
practitioners including Johnson (2010), Wensing (2007, 2010), Jackson (1997), Cosgrove and Kliger (1997), Lane (2005, 2008), Jones (2005, 2010), Porter 
2004, 2006, 2010, 2013) and Barry (2011, 2013). These authors have both questioned this ethical accountability and offered case studies that 
demonstrate alternate planning approaches and outcomes that robustly express and fulfil Indigenous interests, aspirations and ‘planning’ strategies.  
Wensing summarises it as: 
This cultural blindness means that conventional land and property planning as well as management regimes have been, and …. continue to be, 
instruments in sanctioning and reinforcing ABTSI [Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander] people’s dispossession of their land and culture, causing 
loss of physical, spiritual and cultural traditions and customs (Wensing 2007). 
The Mabo (No. 2) (1992) and Wik (1998) determinations, unfortunately, relied upon the demonstration of physical or tangible ‘evidence’, in contrast to 
intangible ‘evidence’, to be forthcoming, but, as a consequence have proven that rich and continuing narratives and legacies have legitimacy in the 
Native Title discourse. Where ‘evidence’ is muddied by years of dispossession resulting in fragmentation of knowledge such evidence is much harder to 
document and prove within the Western legal system (For example: http:/ /www.nntt.gov.au/news-and-communications/newsletters/native-title-hot-
spots-archive/pages/yorta_yorta_v_victoria.aspx). Notwithstanding this barrier, cultural re-empowerment and re-definitions of ‘ownership’ have been 
forthcoming through various measures including the creation of statutory land rights grants regimes, direct transfers, purchases on the open market, 
declaration of cultural heritage sites or zones, and re-naming or dual naming of places through Indigenous-informed or associative toponyms, 
consultation and direct involvement in national park joint planning and management arrangements, but have been deceptively and tacitly woven into 
larger reconciliation strategies. 
Thus, while land ‘ownership’ and traditional country, as a terra nullius reversal, is known and increasingly becoming respected in both general and 
planning debates, the legislation of planning process and perspectives in land management and landscape planning has been limited and superficial, 
and hampered by planning practitioner and academic naïf and lack of depth of interrogation and appreciation. 
Known planning education linked to Indigenous knowledge systems 
There is a dearth of literature about the nexus between planning education in Australia and Indigenous knowledge systems. While many authors have 
identified a need to invest these systems into planning curricular and to support such through the PIA education accreditation regime, PIA appears to be 
reluctant to engage in the topic despite revisions to the regime, enabling an Indigenous Planning Working Group (IPWG) and supporting the drafting of 
a “Draft Reconciliation Action Plan” (2008) and supporting the development and release of the discussion paper in 2010. 
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Of this topic, only Oberklaid (2008) has reviewed accredited planning programs in an analytical survey finding the perspectives varies in approach and 
content. Her conclusions were that programs perceived “Indigenous issues … ‘marginal’ compared to ‘mainstream’ planning subjects” but also that “to 
further include Indigenous components in planning courses requires training of educators” (Oberklaid 2008: 1). She also concluded that there is a 
paucity of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content in existing Australian planning courses, thereby substantiating the conclusions and concerns of 
Gurran and Phipps (2003, 2004), Low Choy et al. (2009, 2011), Jones (2002), Margerum et al. (2003), Walliss and Grant (2000), and Wensing (2007, 
2011).  
The same conclusion can be drawn about architecture and landscape architecture programs in Australia. There is no statistical analysis of what is 
transpiring for the former and a preliminary statistical review of the latter reveals a fragmented and highly disproportionate response largely driven by 
four programs at Griffith, University of Canberra, University of Western Australia and Deakin University. 
Oberklaid (2008) expressed these findings as representing a major concern because planning courses were failing to: 
• keep abreast of changes in the native title and land rights regimes to the recognition of pre-existing Aboriginal and Torres Strait islander land rights 
despite the major implications they have upon statutory and strategic planning practice 
• incorporate Indigenous peoples as integral stakeholders in any consultation process especially given the extensive ‘country’ acknowledgement 
statements articulated throughout Australia 
• adequately investigate property and land law, including Indigenous rights and interests as part of their translation of the Australian planning 
process 
• grapple with and translate the implications of native title rights and determinations into statutory and strategic planning processes and 
instruments for students and practitioners alike 
• address their moral obligations, and increasingly ethical obligations via PIA policy, to improve planners’ appropriation of Indigenous culture, rights 
and interests and the institutional frameworks thereto, and 
• cultivate any research inquiry or discourse to assist the ‘re-tooling’ of planning education. 
The same conclusions can be drawn of architecture and landscape architecture courses in Australia although there is a distinct lack of analytical 
research on this topic. Instead, as in the case of the planning courses surveyed by Oberklaid (2008), most courses offered fragments of this knowledge, 
knowledge systems, protocols and cultural codes (Walliss and Grant 2000). This is of increasing concern as being able to synthesise, distil, and craft 
environmental knowledge and patterns in design and text is so integral to the planning and landscape architecture disciplines. Thus, an initial stage of 
this project is to comprehend and assess what is presently transpiring in all these programs to provide a comprehensive perspective. 
This lethargy of action is in deference to the rapidly changing and number of legal determinations in Australia, and the complexity and changes in 
planning-related legislation inter-woven through the different layers of Commonwealth, state and local jurisdictions, responsibilities, management 
regimes and legislations (Margerum, Hart and Lampert 2003, Kliger and Cosgrove 1996, Baker, Davies and Young 2001). Thus there is an increasing 
concern in some planning academic and practice sub-communities that while there are changes rapidly occurring in these realms that both planning 
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practitioners and academics, and thereupon students, are not keeping abreast of these changes and their consequential moral, legal and practical 
obligations and implications.  
In this regard, there is an increasing voice that is expressing this concern and the need to re-dress this imbalance (Sheehan and Wensing 1998, 
Margerum, Hart and Lampert 2003; Porter 2006, 2010; Barry and Porter 2011; Lane and Hibbard 2005). 
Thus, Oberklaid (2008) importantly sits in this void as a warning sign of the need to tackle planning education, as a vehicle to ‘tool’ and equip planning 
academics and partitioners. 
In assessing the planning education sector, Oberklaid undertook a survey of all PIA-accredited programs in 2008 (undergraduate and postgraduate). The 
survey was executed hardcopy and electronic specifically to heads of programs seeking one response per program per undergraduate or postgraduate 
course. While all accredited programs offer the information that students had the opportunity to enrol in a unit that dealt with Indigenous planning 
issues, resulting in some 35 units across 13 universities, none were embedded in the actual planning course map or graduation pathway of the degree. 
Of these 35 units, nine possessed a sustainability and environmental management bias, eight had a social and community planning bias, eight had a 
land use planning and law focus, four addressed the topic within a wider consideration of Australian studies via an interdisciplinary study agenda, three 
embedded the content within planning theory and methods units, two units were specifically concerned within Indigenous land use issues but were 
taught external to the planning degree host school, and one was enveloped by heritage theory and practice. 
As documented in Table 3, some nine responses were obtained from undergraduate Bachelor’s programs. Of these some 28 units were offered: six 
possessed a sustainability and environmental management bias, seven had a social and community planning bias, two had a land use planning and law 
focus, four addressed the topic within a wider consideration of Australian studies via an interdisciplinary study agenda, two embedded the content 
within planning theory and methods units, two units were specifically concerned within Indigenous land use issues but were taught external to the 
planning degree host school, and one was enveloped by heritage theory and practice. 
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Table 3: Bachelor course responses as documented by Oberklaid (2008: 38) 
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As documented in Table 4, some three responses were obtained from Graduate Diploma programs. Of these some seven units were offered: one had a 
social and community planning bias, three had a land use planning and law focus, two embedded the content within planning theory and methods 
units, and one unit was specifically concerned within Indigenous land use issues but was taught external to the planning degree host school. 
 
Table 4: Graduate Diploma course responses as documented by Oberklaid (2008: 40)  
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As documented in Table 5, some 10 responses were obtained from undergraduate Master’s programs. Of these some 17 units were pro-offered: five 
possessed a sustainability and environmental management bias, three had a social and community planning bias, six had a land use planning and law 
focus, one embedded the content within planning theory and methods units, and two units were specifically concerned within Indigenous land use 
issues but were taught external to the planning degree host school. 
 
Table 5: Masters course responses as documented by Oberklaid (2008: 43) 
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Despite the 2008 date of this research, and changes to land use planning systems in some jurisdictions in Australia since that time, it is the argument of 
the authors that little has changed in these programs and that PIA is not accepting its moral and professional obligations in this matter. In contrast, 
there has been an increasing number of registered determinations of Native Title – 222 by March 2013 – affecting over 20 per cent of the land mass of 
Australia. One would have thought that these would make the planning profession realise the implications, but that still has not happened. This leads 
one to ask: “How many determinations and to what extent of the land mass of Australia has to be claimed by native title before the planning profession 
sits up and takes some notice?” (Wensing 2013, pers. com.). A reason for this could well be found within the performance and management of native 
title rights over land mining claims, for example, where in Australia’s history only one mining claim has ever been exonerated by the Native Title 
Tribunal. 
Planning Institute of Australia’s (PIA) accreditation and policies 
In expressing its Indigenous Development Policy in 2007, PIA confirmed that: 
The Planning Institute Australia (PIA) is committed to reconciliation between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. It is PIA’s vision that 
Indigenous Australians are provided with the same level of opportunities available to non –Indigenous Australians, in a society that values diversity and 
equality for all. Urban, regional and remote Indigenous populations suffer a high relative disadvantage compared to non-Indigenous populations. In 
some areas, this disadvantage expresses characteristics similar to those found in developing countries. 
In order to reduce the disadvantages experienced by Indigenous Australians the following action should be taken: 
• a long term strategic approach, involving the collective effort of government, business, communities and peak industry bodies, to actively address the 
existing inequalities shown in current socioeconomic indicator. 
• attention must be focused on the improvement of key areas such as housing, education, economic and cultural development, health and governance 
• recognition of the key importance of caring for country as a driver for development, and 
• holistic approach to community building rather than a reaction to a single issue. 
PIA acknowledges that the planning profession and its associated professions have much to offer the cause of Indigenous development through not only 
land-use and associated physical planning, which is highly and urgently required in developing rural and remote areas as well as urban areas, but also by 
applying principles of long term strategic planning¹, for addressing complex contexts and multi-layered issues (PIA 2007: 1) 
In the same period PIA drafted and approved a Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP) (PIA 2008: 1) articulating a vision: 
Our vision for reconciliation is to offer the assistance of the planning profession to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples and communities in 
fulfilling their needs and aspirations. 
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The goal of this Reconciliation Action Plan is to turn good intentions into measurable actions that support Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples 
and communities to achieve equality in all aspects of life, especially those which sound planning practices can influence. 
This RAP included a sub-objective to “Develop a sub-strategy for including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander content in planning education across 
Australia” which was developed by the PIA’s Indigenous Planning Working Group (IPWG) over 2008-2011 pointing to the need for PIA’s Education 
Committee to incorporate this expectation and requirement in its professional education accreditation policy and or criteria. 
The Indigenous Planning Working Group (IPWG) expressed this content in detail in their Improving Planners’ Understanding of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Australians and Recommendations for Reforming Planning Education Curricula for PIA Accreditation (PIA 2010: 4) discussion paper 
wherein: 
Four areas require urgent attention:  
• Planning theory and methodology. New theories of planning need to be devised that are more sensitive to cultural differences and which facilitate 
greater recognition of the important role that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander law, lore and custom play in their lives.  
• Normative values and processes. Current normative values and processes are, in certain situations, no longer relevant, and new values and 
processes of planning need to be devised that records, interprets and absorbs Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people’s intrinsic knowledge of 
country and the environment  
• The administrative and legal context. Administrative processes need to change to enable Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people to be involved 
in planning processes at least to the same extent as other interested parties and to have more control over the planning of their communities and 
traditional lands and waters.  
• Communication skills and ethics. Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have different ways of making decisions and different community 
structures, and it is important for planning processes to take account of these cultural differences in ensuring effective community engagement.  
Historically, PIA’s Education Policy for Recognition of Australian Planning Qualifications (2002a) with its accompanying Core Curriculum in Planning 
(2002b: 1) included the following statements requiring demonstration of evidence of these aspects in each National Visiting Accreditation Visit and the 
accompanying documentation. The points are very specific to enhancing Indigenous knowledge systems competency with planning students. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Extract 
CORE CURRICULUM IN PLANNING 
Knowledge of 
• indigenous Australian cultures, including relationships between their physical environment and associated social and economic systems [sic.]. 
Skills in 
• understanding and responding to cultural diversity and difference 
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Adoption of professional ethics 
• Integrate value issues in practice, ranging from professional practice ethics of consideration of future generations, to respect for diversity and 
the importance of social equity (PIA 2002b: 1) 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
In contrast, PIA’s revised Accreditation Policy for the Recognition of Australian Planning Qualifications  for the Urban and Regional Planning 
Chapter (2011) adopted by PIA National Council 18 November 2010 (with amendments added - effective 25th August 2011) has substantially 
watered down both scope and intention. 
A. Generic Capabilities and Competencies  
• operate in a manner that recognises cultural diversity, the need for equity in outcomes and the knowledge of and implementation of high ethical 
standards.  
B. Core Curriculum Competencies  
1. Professionalism, Practice and Ethics  
Performance Outcomes  
1. Knowledge of the diversity of populations served, including indigenous cultures, minority and special needs groups, and different age groups including 
children and older people, and a capacity to engage meaningfully with diverse groups, including ‘hard to reach’ populations (PIA 2011: 10). 
This Policy also includes a footnote that links the Policy to PIA’s prospective consideration of the recommendations from its Indigenous Development 
Policy (2007) as follows: 
Development and Refinement of this Policy (2011) 
In the context of the on-going implementation and refinement of the “Accreditation Policy for the Recognition of Australian Planning Qualifications for 
the Urban and Regional Planning Chapter”, the National Education Committee will examine the Discussion Paper prepared by the PIA Indigenous 
Planning Working Group titled Improving Planners’ Understanding of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians and Recommendations for 
Reforming Planning Education Curricula for PIA Accreditation (21 October 2010) with a view to further amendment of this Accreditation Policy.  
Thus, while PIA’s education accreditation regime was renovated in 2010-2011, the authors of the new Accreditation Policy watered down PIA’s original 
Core Curriculum in Planning (2002b: 1). The authors also failed to address PIA’s Reconciliation Action Plan (RAP) (PIA 2008: 1) and explicitly ignored the 
recommendations of PIA’s own Indigenous Planning Working Group (IPWG) discussion paper of 2010, quoted above. Thus, a lack of policy commitment 
and could we say, negligence, has occurred. 
Further, hidden in PIA’s initial statement of commitment to Indigenous development in 2007, it states: 
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The Planning Institute Australia (PIA) is committed to reconciliation between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians. It is PIA’s vision that 
Indigenous Australians are provided with the same level of opportunities available to non –Indigenous Australians, in a society that values diversity and 
equality for all. Urban, regional and remote Indigenous populations suffer a high relative disadvantage compared to non-Indigenous populations. In 
some areas, this disadvantage expresses characteristics similar to those found in developing countries. 
With the following ‘Actions’: 
PIA ACTION 
PIA aims to support Reconciliation by taking the following action: 
• Establish an Indigenous Planning Taskforce; 
• Indigenous Taskforce to develop and Implement a Reconciliation Action Plan to be registered with Reconciliation Australia. The Action Plan will 
provide long term strategies supported by short term actions; 
• Educate the profession about the complexities of the Indigenous development context in Australia and how planning skills, processes and 
techniques can help to understand and address these complexities; 
• Promote effective tools for engagement; 
• Engage with Indigenous people and people working with and for Indigenous people to exchange knowledge and to transfer planning skills, 
processes and techniques to the Indigenous context (rural, remote and urban). (PIA 2007: nb; authors’ stress in bold) 
thereby making a clear and strong policy commitment to “educate the profession about the complexities of the Indigenous development context in 
Australia and how planning skills, processes and techniques can help to understand and address these complexities” in contradiction to the revised 
Education Policy (2011) that substantially reduces its accreditation profile and thereby need for planning programs to address in their curricula. 
PIA appears to be in policy hiatus presently, historically committing itself to the above quoted policies and their obligations and actions, but failing to 
carry through the recommendations contained therein. In addition, the contemporary environment of PIA appears to have placed the topic to one side 
as the RAP has not been re-visited, as promoted by Reconciliation Australia, and nor has it been evaluated, and the current Education Policy places little 
regard on the topic. 
Directions Forward 
It is not the purpose of this paper to offer answers to ‘Directions Forward’ in the Australian planning education system, but rather offer an appraisal of 
where debate is and is not. The larger discussion will unravel during the course of the overall research project that this paper originates from. 
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We are conscious that planning education possesses a key site for the transformation of the profession in this realm and that decolonisation of the 
discipline/profession is urgently needed. This decolonisation extends beyond mere ‘cultural competency’ ‘training’, and the positioning of Indigenous 
interests into mainstream planning education globally and in Australia.  
Shifting forward in embracing Indigenous knowledge systems as a facet of education and practitioner policy requirements is easy for PIA as its ‘road 
maps’ have already been drafted and articulated. It is the willingness to embrace and action these recommendations and objectives and to sustain the 
momentum of its IPWG, that is lacking. 
Shifting forward in embracing Indigenous knowledge systems in planning education is also easy for most Australian universities already have RAPs in 
place, and their Reconciliation and Indigenous Curricular Policy commitments are clear. These crucial ‘road maps’ have already been drafted and 
articulated.  
What is lacking is a rigorous appraisal of the current ‘state of planning education’ in this realm and suitable educational models and or templates that 
could be incorporated within programs that address these policy requirements without compromising the increasingly tight curricula space these 
programs operate within. 
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